Introduction
Every language needs a verb which allows for avoiding repetition or synonymization within a sentence or in two consecutive sentences. This verb of "replacement" -'do' in English, faire in French, göra in Swedish -stands in the same relation to "ordinary" verbs as do the pronouns of a language to its nouns. It is therefore for a good reason that in recent grammatical terminology the term 'proverb' has begun to be used to denote this verb, on the analogy of 'pronoun'/pronom/ pronomen. For instance, this is the term found in Svenska Akademiens språklära (Hultman 2003:145) , while Svenska Akademiens grammatik [= SAG] (Teleman et al. 1999b:238) contents itself with pointing out, in a remark, the possibility of introducing the term 'pro-verb' into the framework of a grammatical model referring to such concepts as 'pro-substantiv' , 'pro-adjektiv' , 'pro-sats' ("pro-clause") . In French one quite often meets with the term 'pro-verbe' , for instance in Grevisse (1993:288, solution, the obvious term -'proverbe' -being unaccessible. Also, it is only natural that French linguists should have had recourse to the Latin term 'verbum vicarium' , the verb facere having had proverbal function in Latin. This is the case with, for instance, Le Bidois and Le Bidois (1971:290) and Sandfeld (1965:447) . Nor is it surprising that this term has been francisized into 'verbe vicaire' (e.g. Le Goffic 1993:395 and Combettes 2003:196) and anglicized into 'vicarious do' (e.g. Visser 2002:511 et passim) .
As regards French, the best term, in my view, is 'verbe suppléant' (I have used it in a monograph devoted to "la suppléance verbale en français moderne", Eriksson 1985) , because the verb 'suppléer' , which can here be given the meaning "fill up", suggests that the function of the verb is 'representing' rather than simply 'substituting' . The phenomenon in itself can then be termed 'suppléance verbale' (Eriksson 1985) or 'suppléance du verbe' (Moignet 1960) .
For the purpose of obtaining the highest degree possible of language neutrality, however, I will henceforth call the verb 'proverb' and the phenomenon 'proverbalization' .
Proverbalization vs. pronominalization
There are very good reasons for making a close connexion between proverbalization (by a proverb) and pronominalization (by a pronoun). Both phenomena answer the purpose of satisfying an imperative need of expression, showing a striking parallelism in several respects: They are both anaphoric and coreferential elements. These characteristics, in their turn, are the condition for the quality that constitutes the very basis of their existence, namely their 'representative power' , i.e. their ability to "represent" linguistic structures of a syntactically great complexity. The proverb, like the pronoun, possesses this ability. In the same way as personal pronouns are able to represent noun phrases whose syntactic complexity is limited only by our possibility of interpreting their semantic contents, the representation of the proverb can embrace the whole of the verb phrase of which the "replaced" verb forms the core. Consequently, proverbalization offers a way of determining and verifying the structural scope of the verb phrase, as does pronominalization in the case of the noun phrase: "Cette opération de substitution permet en effet d' évaluer avec précision le degré de cohésion du syntagme verbal. " (Combettes 2003:196) . The use of the proverb is then syntactically rather than stylistically motivated and verb repetition is not always an alternative to proverbalization, since the proverb is "a VP-substitute" and not "a verb-substitute" (Denison 1993:271) . It means simplifying excessively the linguistic reality to maintain that the two phenomena are always interchangeable and, even, that this possibility is a self-evident truth, as is sometimes done ('of course' , 'évidemment'): " […] repetition of the head word [instead of its replacement by faire] is, of course, always possible grammatically. " (Rees 1960:505) -"Au lieu d' employer faire, on peut évidemment se contenter de répéter le verbe. " (Togeby 1983:214) .
It follows that proverbalization cannot be reduced to a simple means of stylistic variation, as claimed by Le Bidois and Le Bidois (1971:289 : "un procédé qui s' explique par le désir de varier l' expression"), but provides a syntactic instrument essentially identical to pronominalization and as such no more submitted than that operation to diachronic frequency fluctuation, another assertion often made by linguists in connexion with the evolution of proverbalization in the French language:
"The material gathered from these sources serves, in the first place, to confirm the grammarians' general remarks on the decline in the use of the verbum vicarium in the modern language, both literary and familiar, in comparison with the ready recourse which was had to it up to the seventeenth century. " (Rees 1960:504) .
A similar connexion between pronominalization and proverbalization is made in A Comprehensive Grammar of the English Language, where the former is considered a coreference phenomenon, but the latter only a substitution phenomenon. One of the differences -perhaps the most important one -between substitution and coreference is said to lie in the fact that "a substitute pro-form can be replaced by the antecedent without unacceptability on structural grounds and without change of meaning" (Quirk et al. 1985: 864) . Apart from the questionable idea of not attributing referential status to verbal actions, one can establish that the possibility of repetition is far from guaranteed. The reason for this is to be found precisely in the great flexibility of the proverb with respect to representation. In principle one can say that the more syntactically complex the represented verb phrase, the less it is probable that repetition or synonymization should offer a structurally acceptable alternative to proverbalization. The repeated/synonymized verb simply does not possess the faculty of the proverb to "capture" the entire semantic contents of the represented structure, but is a purely lexical form, a "place holder", not a syntactic instrument. In the following French sentence both proverbalization and pronominalization of necessity occur in the comparative clause:
(1) a. Neither by simply repeating the core of the two phrases (les ouvriers and se rendirent, respectively) (1b), nor by repeating each phrase as a whole (1c) could one arrive at a formulation avoiding "unacceptability on structural grounds" (Quirk et al. 1985:864) . Pronominalization (les ouvriers de l' entreprise Dardart > ils) and proverbalization (se rendirent au café Le Transatlantique pour prendre l' apéritif > faisaient) are in all important respects two identical linguistic operations. What makes proverbalization necessary here is thus the syntactic complexity of the main verb phrase with its two adverbials, the first of which -the prepositional phrase au café Le Transatlantique, indicating spatial destination -is a syntactically indispensable modifier of the verb se rendre, while the other, in the form of an infinitive phrase (pour prendre l' apéritif), is optionally subordinated to the combination of verb + first adverbial, the whole forming a single verb phrase, whose syntactic complexity and cohesion make proverbalization obligatory in order for its semantic contents to be resumed in the comparative clause. From the above it follows that the proverb is a syntactic instrument of great generality, likely to be found in most languages possessing the verb category. 2 In the same way as in a given language there are pronouns if there are nouns, there is also a proverb if there are verbs. It therefore seems reasonable to assume that the proverb is a universal linguistic category in as high a degree as the pronoun. The first linguist to have pointed out the indispensable character of the proverb with reference to that of the pronoun was, it seems, Louis Hjelmslev who, in an article from 1937 on "la nature du pronom", writes as follows: "Il faut qu'il existe des 'proverbes' , ou, puisque cet expédient terminologique nous est fermé, disons des pronoms verbaux au même titre que les pronoms nominaux. " (Hjelmslev 1937:57) .
A microstructure
A good way of studying contrastively the mechanisms of proverbalization is to restrict the analysis to one single structure where other factors than those relevant to its objectives do not risk influencing negatively the results of the analysis. A suitable microstructure of that kind would be that particular type of comparative clause in which the verb takes a direct or an indirect object not identical with that of the main clause. We will then deal with the following structure:
This is a fairly frequent structure in the three languages we are concerned with here: English, French and Swedish. What makes a contrastive study interesting is the fact that these languages behave differently with regard to the use of the proverb within the structure in question and that the structure has developed in different ways in each one of them. Both synchronic and diachronic data are relevant to the contrastive analysis.
Three levels
The structure illustrates situations of linguistic conflict on three levels. The first one is binary and concerns the choice between verb repetition and proverbalization before the object of the comparative clause. For all three languages it is true that the repetitive construction is by far the most frequent. In a French corpus composed of some 250 novels published after 1945 it turned out that the authors had chosen verb repetition in approximately 80% of the cases, as compared with only 20% of verb replacement. An example like the following thus conforms to the norm: The main explanation for this state of things is the mere presence of the object, this construction clearly favouring verb repetition. Another decisive factor, as I have tried to show in the earlier mentioned monograph (Eriksson 1985) , is the formal scope of the verb phrase to be represented: Generally speaking one can say that the tendency towards proverbalization increases with the extension of the verbal representation and, accordingly, with the syntactic complexity of the main verb phrase. Yet other factors of importance are the meaning of the main verb, the proverbalization tendency increasing with the force of its 'verbal value' ("valeur verbale", Le Bidois 1952:149,) , and the voice of the main verb, proverbalization being less felicitous with a main verb in the passive voice. All these factors are language neutral. However, there are also language specific factors, such as the formal constitution of the object: For instance, in modern spoken French a pronominal object makes proverbalization impossible (3a), which is not the case in English (3b):
(3) a. * Tu ne m' aimes pas autant que je fais toi.
b. "You don't love me as much as I do you. "
On level 2 there is also a dichotomy. In the proverbal construction the object can be joined directly to the proverb ('direct construction') or be separated from it by a preposition ('indirect construction'). On this level significant language differences appear. While English primarily uses the direct construction, Swedish, on the whole, only uses the indirect one. In French the situation is somewhat more complicated, this language possessing, alongside the indirect, 'prepositional' one, a stylistic use of the direct, 'non-prepositional' construction as an archaic variant. Finally, on the third level, concerning the occurrence of prepositional variation within the indirect construction, French once again stands out in presenting no less than four different prepositions: de, pour, avec, à (the distributional characteristics of which cannot be dealt with in this article). Swedish has the one preposition med, while English typically has the direct construction. However, Visser (2002:515) gives examples to show that in the past indirect construction with the preposition 'to' was not foreign to the English language: More important than this, however, is the fact that in present-day English, as it manifests itself on Google, one finds the beginnings of a tendency to introduce the preposition 'with' as a link between proverb and object. This seems particularly to be the case if the comparative connector ('as' or 'than') is preceded by modifiers like 'just' (7)- (10), 'exactly' (11), 'same' (12) or the two last in combination (13) It is obvious too that the tendency towards prepositional insertion increases when the representation carried by the proverb is extensive, which is often the case when the main verb has adverbial modifiers as in (14): 'to an already existing page'; (15): 'where it will not be frosted' . But less extensive adverbials too have the effect of provoking prepositional insertion as in (16): 'in folders'; (17): 'to your ear' . In all these examples prepositional insertion seems not only natural, but almost necessary. It becomes altogether indispensable when the comparative clause precedes the main clause as in (18): (14) You cannot simply apply a full-screen theme to an already existing page as you do with a standard theme.
(http://www.kepthemes.com/faq01.htm) (15) Overwinter your tree where it will not be frosted, just as you do with your fuchsia baskets.
(http://www.americanfuchsiasociety.org/%20fuchsia%articles/fuchsiatree. html) (16) You can listen to your most important voice messages first and save and organize your voice mail in folders as you do with your e-mail.
(http://www.preferredtechnology.com/solutions/voip/index.html) (17) Your hands are completely free when using a headset as there is no need to hold it to your ear (as you do with a USB or ordinary phone).
(http://www.telix.com/faq.asp) (18) As you do with your driver, you need to swing this club with a sweeping motion.
(http://www.zandergolf.com/articles/caveman_nov04.html)
The diachronic aspect
The differences between the languages as regards the choice of construction are the result of the historical development, as shown by the fact that the direct construction was originally the only one known to all three languages. As for English, instances of this construction are well recorded both in Old and Middle English texts, as shown in (19)- (20) and (21)- (22) In Swedish too the object seems originally to have been construed directly, which is shown in examples (23) and (24) Now, the remarkable thing about the description found in SAG is that no mention at all is made of the indirect construction, in spite of the fact that the transition from direct to indirect construction is a completely generalized phenomenon in contemporary Swedish. This is true regardless of the fact that in the particular case of (25), the insertion of med would yield a semantically awkward sentence on account of the different meanings attached to the verb älska in direct and in indirect construction: älska någon = "love somebody" -älska med någon = "make love to somebody". A Google search on the sequence som man gör med ("as you do/one does with") confirms however the completion of the transition in question. Here the representation of the proverb includes the direct object (tystnadsplikt), which makes it formally complex to such a degree that repetition of the verb would be virtually inapplicable: ? "[…] precis som man lovar vem som helst man träffar tystnadsplikt", which is not the case in (27)- (33), where it would be perfectly natural to repeat the main verb instead of resorting to the construction consisting of the proverb göra followed by the preposition med. Once again, then, we are witnessing the extent to which the competition between verb repetition and proverbalization is closely linked to the extension of the verbal representation. Swedish, unlike English, exhibits a development in the use of the sequence proverb + object that from a direct, transitive construction leads to an indirect, intransitive one. This is also true of French, where the direct construction is well attested from the earliest times (cf. (35)) and where it seems to have reigned supreme until the end of the Middle Ages. My oldest examples of the indirect construction date from the first half of the 16th century and were found in Rabelais' Pantagruel, published in 1532 (cf. (36)- (37)). But, generally speaking, 16th-century examples are very scarce (isolated examples in Montaigne and Marguerite de Navarre), which is also true of classical French, a period in which the direct construction is still clearly predominant (cf. (38)- (39)). It is not until the first half of the 19th century that one can observe signs of generalization in the use of the indirect construction, a process which is almost completed by the end of that century. This generalization, however, as opposed to what took place in Swedish, did not prevent a small number of writers from sticking to the old construction, for example Marcel Proust (cf. (40)) and André Gide (cf. (41) 
The present situation
As it seems, avec is gaining ground chiefly at the expense of the preposition de, but also, to some degree, of pour. In most cases there seems to be a clear cause and effect relation between the scope of the proverbal representation and the use of avec: The weakening of the transitivity caused by the insertion of the preposition at the same time increases the representative capacity of the proverb. Consequently, avec being the one of the four prepositions that brings about the most important transitivity weakening, the need for this preposition is particularly strongly felt in those cases where the main verb takes modifiers (especially adverbials). Examples (44)- (47) Particularly characteristic, in this connexion, are adverbial modifiers introduced by the prepositions par (cf. (48) and (49)) and sur (cf. (50)) and denoting parts of the body, which yields a construction semantically close to a dative construction (cf. (48): Vous m' avez prise par la main = "Vous m' avez pris la main"). Here too, avec is constantly preferred to the other prepositions in its object-connecting role, as it would also be in the properly dative construction. Examples (48)- (50) What finally proves the advantage of the preposition avec over the other prepositions is the fact that it tends to prevail even when the representation of the proverb is restricted to the finite verb of the main clause (cf. (51)- (53)). This is especially so when the main clause is in the passive form (cf. (54)- (56)). Examples (51) The three languages have thus developed three different models for handling the proverb + object structure: English one with primarily (but not exclusively) the direct construction, Swedish one with exclusively the indirect construction but with only one possible preposition (med), and French one also with only the indirect construction (disregarding the strictly literary use of direct construction for stylistic reasons) but with a set of prepositions (de, pour, avec, à) . These models have been fixed as units in the languages. In the same way as proverbalization can be regarded as grammaticalization, so the inserted preposition can be seen as a grammatical tool in those languages where this insertion has occurred. Proverb and preposition have come to form a grammatical unit not liable to be broken by a lexical element. This is why in Swedish the preposition remains med even when the main verb takes a preposition other than med. This phenomenon is the least surprising when the combination of preposition and (pro)noun in the main clause fills the syntactic function of prepositional object, since here the preposition is intimately linked to the preceding verb, to the extent, in fact, of being selected by its nature. In the following sentences it would therefore be difficult to replace the 'grammatical' preposition med by the actual 'lexical' one. Examples (57)- (61) Repeating the preposition becomes almost ungrammatical when the main verb, in addition to the prepositional object, takes an adverbial. In (65) this adverbial is som "hon" ("as 'she'") and in (66) med ett milt överseende ("with mild indulgence").
Verbal complementation of such a complexity calls for an altogether grammaticalized representation. Examples (65)- (66) The Swedish Academy Grammar (Teleman et al. 1999d:611) indicates the possibility of using the proverb instead of the repeated verb before a 'bundet adverbial' ("bound adverbial") [= prepositional or indirect object], unlike what is -though wrongly -considered to be the case with the direct object, but nothing is said of the tendency in present-day Swedish to resort to the preposition med. The following examples are given in SAG. In both of them the 'grammatical' preposition med would be more in keeping with modern usage than the 'lexical' ones given (vid and till respectively):
(67) Jag vande mig vid Mattias fortare än jag vande mig/gjorde (det) vid Tomas. (cf.: "än jag gjorde med Tomas" -"than I did with Tomas") "I got used quicker to Mattias than I got used to/did (with) Tomas. "
(68) Jag gav högre betyg till Anders än jag gav/gjorde till Per. (cf.: "än jag gjorde med Per" -"than I did with Per") "I gave higher marks to Anders than I gave to/did (with) Per. "
It is slightly more surprising to observe the constant use of med even when the main clause preposition introduces an adverbial rather than an object, the reason being that the preposition is here more loosely linked to the verb and results from the nature of the adverbial modifier. The fact that, in spite of this, med is consistently chosen cannot but strengthen the impression that in current Swedish usage göra med has become a highly stereotyped combination, preferred more or less mechanically to the corresponding 'lexical' mode of expression. Examples (69)- (74) Example (74) is particularly interesting since the expression lägga tyglar på (literally: "put bridles on") is first used figuratively, thus as an idiom (~ på församlingen), then literally (~ på en häst), the linguistic consequence of which is a syntactic shift, the prepositional phrase having object function in the first case (på församlingen "on the congregation") and adverbial function in the second (på en häst "on a horse"). This makes repetition of the preposition på ("on") grammatically impossible: *"Gud lägger tyglar på församlingen ungefär som man gör på en häst". Proverbalization, then, is in Swedish coupled with the insertion of the syntactically motivated and semantically unspecified preposition med. We have seen that this is not so in English, where the combination do + direct object holds the same function as the combination göra + med + direct object does in Swedish. The English non-prepositional construction has in fact reached the same high degree of fossilization as the Swedish prepositional one, which is shown by the fact that the direct construction is applied even when the main verb takes a preposition. Since the English language lacks a grammatically defined preposition corresponding to med in Swedish and to the French quartet de-pour-avec-à, there is no option but to use the non-prepositional construction, the repetitive one not always being applicable for grammatical reasons (the representative scope particularly). Once again, then, we observe how grammatically and lexically defined forms are virtually incompatible. In English the representative function rests solely on the proverb in its capacity as the only grammatical form available in that language. The efficiency of the proverb do in this capacity is clearly demonstrated by the fact that it is capable of assuming the representation of adverbial elements contained in the main clause. Thus, the non-prepositional do-construction too possesses great representative power. In the following sentence from Google, for instance, the proverb represents the prepositional verb 'look at' as well as the adverbial 'critically' ("just as you look critically at a book", cf. (75a)). The possibility of combining prepositional repetition with proverbalization here seems to be out of the question (cf. (75b)):
(75) a. It is important to look critically at a web site, just as you do a book.
(http://www.andover.edu/library/selsites/web.htm) b. ? "It is important to look critically at a web site, just as you do at a book. " Below I will quote a number of other examples that illustrate the same phenomenon. Here too the material is gathered from Google searches, this time on the two sequences 'as you do a book' and 'as you do a dog/dogs' . First a few examples in which the prepositional phrase of the main clause is a prepositional object, following a simple verb ('feel about' , etc.) (cf. (76)- (78)) or occurring after a multi-word verb construction ('get involved in' , etc.) (cf. (79)- (81) French, as we have seen, presents a more complicated overall picture, with four prepositions competing with each other and with the original construction being retained as an archaic literary variant. The replacement of the direct construction by an indirect prepositional one probably stems from a need to weaken the transitivity of the proverb, thereby increasing its representative capacity. This is equally true of the Swedish preposition med and of the sporadic -though perhaps spreading -use of 'with' in English. In the monograph on French proverbalization that I published in 1985 I showed that there is a clear connexion between prepositional insertion and representative scope. However, in French, there are clear signs of a grammaticalization process in so far as the preposition avec, which, as we have seen, is the newcomer in the French prepositional quartet, has started to detach itself from it with regard to degree of grammaticalization. This new development can be seen from the tendency of avec to "replace" à when the main verb takes an indirect (dative) object (cf. (94)- (95)) and -more remarkably -from the observation that this 'replacement' also concerns the prepositional object. An illustration of this is (96), where avec represents the prepositional main clause verb s' approcher de and in the comparative clause "replaces" de, which, from a general point of view, stands out as the most grammatically characterized preposition in French and which here would seem to be the natural choice in view of the fact that this is the preposition taken by the verb s' approcher:
(94) On ne dit pas "non" à un perroquet comme on le fait avec un chien, on utilise le bon énoncé "ne gruge pas, ne mord pas, touche pas". (Google: http://www.csp-valleedesforts.com/fumepas.htm) "You don't say "no" to a parrot as you do with a dog, you use the good phrase "don't gnaw, don't bite, don't touch". " When, in dative function, the word governed by the preposition in the comparative clause is not nominal but pronominal the shift from à to avec is inevitable (cf. (97)), in the same way as the insertion of de, pour or avec -but not à -is compulsory when its head is pronominal (cf. (98)- (99)):
